














































Management,	the	Full	Circle	to	Stewardship	(Stapp	and	Burney	2002).		 I	continued	working	for	the	agency	into	the	first	decade	of	the	21st	century,	but	with	the	transition	from	the	Clinton	Administration	to	the	Bush	Administration,	the	direction	to	work	with	tribes	slowly	dissipated.	Increasingly	my	assessments	and	ongoing	relationships	with	the	tribes	were	less	and	less	appreciated	by	the	agency.	The	implication	was	that	my	support	for	tribal	involvement	was	influencing	my	cultural	assessment	approach	and	conclusions.	I	would	argue	not,	but	in	contrast	to	colleagues	who	believed	that	tribes	had	no	business	in	CRM,	or	who	now	suddenly	were	conducting	assessments	to	support	management	preferences,	it	clearly	had	some	influence.	I	will	talk	more	about	this	in	the	discussion.	In	any	event,	by	2009,	it	was	clear	that	it	was	time	to	go,	and	when	I	became	eligible	for	early	retirement	on	my	55th	birthday,	I	took	it,	and	started	a	small	CRM	consulting	business.		 	Soon	after	opening	an	office	and	hanging	my	sign	out	offering	my	services,	one	of	the	Hanford-area	tribes	asked	me	to	assist	them	in	assessing	impacts	on	their	important	cultural	places	from	an	upcoming	agency	action.	The	federal	agency	was	relicensing	a	hydroelectric	dam,	which	had	been	built	50	years	earlier	by	the	local	electric	utility	company,	inundating	the	tribe’s	homeland.	I	said	yes	and	began	a	new	life	working	for	an	affected	group	rather	than	the	agency	doing	the	affecting.			 This	indigenous	group	had	never	been	recognized	by	the	federal	government	as	an	Indian	tribe.	They	just	continued	to	live	on	the	river,	practicing	their	religion,	and,	to	the	degree	possible	in	today’s	world,	live	a	traditional	subsistence	lifestyle.	Places	on	the	landscape	associated	with	their	cosmology	and	with	the	living	culture—subsistence	and	historical—are	important	to	maintaining	and	perpetuating	the	culture	and	in	practicing	their	religion.	The	group	lived	in	a	community	where	they	had	been	placed	after	their	traditional	village	was	inundated	by	the	construction	of	a	dam	in	the	1950s.	Approximately	75	people	lived	in	the	village,	either	directly	descended	from	four	main	families	or	having	married	into	the	group.	Some	lived	elsewhere,	but	still	identified	with	the	contemporary	community	and	continued	to	participate	in	services	and	
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Figure	1.	Diagram	showing	the	relationships	between	me	(NWA	LLC),	the	tribal	leader,	the	tribal	community,	and	the	agencies.			 We	began	by	looking	at	the	social	and	economic	status	of	the	group.	Suffice	it	to	say	that	the	cumulative	effects	of	the	last	150	years	of	development	have	been	devastating.	Whereas	the	dominant	society	has	prospered	by	cultivating	the	lands,	damming	the	rivers,	building	electrical	transmission	lines	and	highways	throughout	the	region,	conditions	for	the	indigenous	communities	has	declined.	Per	capita	income,	life	expectancy,	education,	and	social	conditions	all	lag	behind	the	dominant	society.	Most	troubling,	however,	is	the	loss	of	their	traditional	subsistence	base:	the	salmon	are	endangered,	fishing	is	regulated	by	the	state,	and	fishing	places	are	fewer	and	farther	between;	natural	habitats	are	virtually	gone,	invasive	plants	are	increasing,	and	places	to	gather	food	and	medicinal	plants	are	harder	to	access;	places	to	hunt	are	declining;	the	water	supplies	are	oversubscribed.				 Even	more	concerning	was	the	steady	loss	of	cultural	information	within	the	group.	Elders	were	passing	on.	Young	families	had	little	time	to	maintain	traditional	ways	as	young	families	once	had;	they	were	doing	all	they	could	do	to	keep	up	with	the	demands	modern	society,	such	as	taking	their	children	to	participate	in	school	sports	events.	Many	community	members	found	the	time	to	attend	longhouse	services	and	cultural	events,	but	could	not	find	the	time	to	maintain	many	of	the	traditional	subsistence	efforts	that	take	most	of	a	day,	not	to	mention	$50	in	gas.		 The	point	had	been	reached	where	something	had	to	change.		
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	 This	new	perspective	crystallized	in	one	particular	project.	A	square	mile	of	land	was	being	proposed	for	transfer	to	a	local	economic	organization	to	benefit	the	local	community—that	is	the	local	community	which	included	most	everyone	but	our	group.	Once	the	land	was	transferred,	a	major	energy	park	was	envisioned	that	could	produce	as	many	as	3,000	jobs.	I	had	been	involved	in	projects	in	this	general	area	for	two	decades	and	knew	about	the	many	archaeological	sites	in	the	area,	the	rich	archaeological	remains	of	a	large	village	at	one	end,	and	the	native	cemetery	had	been	discovered	in	the	early	1990s	at	the	downstream	end	a	mile	away.	We	always	took	care	to	protect	the	cemetery	and	avoid	the	archaeological	sites.			 I	set	about	to	conduct	a	TCP	assessment	for	both	the	land	transfer	and	a	related	project	for	a	natural	gas	pipeline,	I	would	meet	regularly	with	the	tribal	leader	and	discuss	our	options.	He	would	explain	the	different	ways	the	area	was	important,	I	would	brainstorm	ways	we	could	approach	the	study,	how	we	might	share	the	sensitive	information,	and	how	we	might	describe	effects	from	the	projects.	What	was	surprising	to	me,	as	I	looked	at	this	area	that	I	knew	so	well	from	15	years	of	being	involved	in	projects,	was	that	I	realized	this	entire	area	was	a	TCP.	The	tribe’s	leader	in	the	1950s,	the	grandfather	of	the	leader	I	was	currently	working	with,	had	revealed	the	name	of	the	area.	The	group's	ancestors	had	lived	there	in	a	major	village	in	the	1800,	prior	to	the	arrival	of	the	epidemics.	Contemporary	fishery	studies	revealed	the	stretch	of	river	to	be	an	important	salmon	area.	A	trail	documented	on	a	1860s	map	leading	from	the	area	to	the	major	fishery	used	today	by	the	tribe	was	located	about	10	miles	away.	And	on	and	on	it	went.	This	was	a	traditional	cultural	place	that	was	important	to	the	group	in	the	past,	and	was	important	to	the	group	in	the	future.	The	land	transfer	and	pipeline	would	both	have	significant	adverse	effects	on	the	TCP	and	would	need	to	be	mitigated.		 Next	was	the	decision	of	whether	or	not	to	document	the	TCP	and	submit	register	it	to	the	SHPO.	The	agency	would	have	to	make	the	National	Register	determination,	and	the	SHPO	would	have	to	concur.	This	was	something	the	group	had	not	done	before,	and	the	leader	would	have	to	consult	the	community	to	get	their	thoughts.	Long	story	short,	they	agreed	to	limited	documentation.	Next	up	was	the	determination	of	adverse	effects.	Here	it	was	not	so	easy.	The	agency	wanted	to	define	the	effects	within	the	boundaries	of	the	land	transfer	and	pipeline.	Our	major	concern	was	on	the	secondary	effects	that	would	accrue	on	the	larger	area	once	the	energy	perk	was	constructed;	the	secondary	facilities	that	would	spin	off,	the	buildings,	roads,	and	so	on,	what	in	Section	106	parlance	are	called	“indirect	effects.”		 Eventually,	the	agency	acquiesced	to	some	degree.	Our	recommendations	for	restoration	of	portions	of	the	area,	assistance	in	re-establishing	the	fishery,	commitments	to	provide	funding	for	a	
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often	what	is	significant	to	one	person	is	not	significant	to	another.	And	so	it	goes	with	determining	effects;	what	is	a	significant	effect	to	one	person	is	not	a	significant	effect	to	another.				 Such	is	the	nature	of	the	beast,	but	the	biggest	problem	is	the	professional	who	believes	he	or	she	is	duty	bound	to	deliver	what	the	client	wants.	When	the	criteria	are	subjective	and	one	can	make	a	predetermined	significant	determination	by	simply	parroting	back	the	regulatory	language,	the	entire	impact	assessment	process	is	undermined.	This,	sadly,	is	endemic	in	the	world	of	cultural	resource	impact	assessment	(King	2009).		 I	witnessed	this	abuse	first	hand	for	years	(c.f.	Stapp	2009).	In	some	cases,	professionals	are	forced	to	make	determinations	that	enable	projects	to	proceed	quickly,	at	the	risk	of	losing	their	job;	this	is	clearly	wrong,	if	not	illegal.	In	most	cases,	however,	it	is	much	more	subtle,	It	simply	is	the	case	that	a	whole	subclass	of	cultural	resource	professionals	believes	their	function	is	to	get	their	client	through	the	impact	assessment	process	so	that	they	can	get	on	with	their	projects.	They	use	the	regulations	to	determine	the	finding	that	is	needed	to	speed	the	project	through,	and	then	collect	and	interpret	the	evidence	accordingly.	So,	for	example,	if	an	archaeological	site	is	in	the	way	of	a	project,	they	simply	need	to	conclude	that	the	site	is	not	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places.	Chances	are,	the	SHPO	reviewer	will	have	neither	the	time	or	the	interest	to	disagree,	the	resource,	and	the	people	who	value	the	resource—or	depend	on	the	resource	as	with	the	group	I	work	for—never	have	a	chance.			 Beyond	the	obvious	problem	that	this	situation	holds	for	indigenous	groups,	it	undermines	the	general	process	of	impact	assessment	because	if	the	system	is	fixed,	why	participate?	Indigenous	groups	are	forced	to	give	up	information	that	is	often	sensitive,	forced	to	participate	in	meetings,	and	agree	to	measures	that	allow	the	agency	to	appear	as	if	they	are	doing	a	legitimate	assessment.	Then,	in	the	end,	determinations	are	made	that	go	against	the	group,	and	the	resource	is	lost.	It	is	understandable	that	why	some	groups	prefer	to	not	participate.	But,	what	if	you	have	no	choice?	For	example,	if	you	can't	afford	to	lose	the	place	or	resource?		 Fixing	this	problem	will	not	be	easy	due	to	the	subjective	nature	of	many	of	the	determinations	that	must	be	made.		However,	it	will	certainly	help	if	professionals	have	independence	and	not	subject	to	employer	pressure.	At	a	minimum,	our	assessments	must	be	made	by	qualified	individuals,	based	on	facts,	and	consistent	with	the	regulations.		Ultimately	the	agency	is	the	one	that	makes	the	decision,	but	if	it	wants	to	diverge	from	the	professional	recommendations,	it	should	explain	why.			
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Knowing	the	cultural	group	involved	in	the	assessment	The	notion	that	one	should	seek	to	understand	the	cultural	group	involved	in	the	assessment	is	obvious.	However,	one	does	not	always	have	the	time	nor	opportunity	to	learn,	especially	if	one	is	working	for	an	agency.		Moreover,	if	just	starting	in	a	position,	the	group	may	be	new	to	you.	Some	groups	may	not	always	be	particularly	open	to	a	new	person,	so	it	can	be	difficult.	The	point	is	to	make	an	effort	because	the	better	one	knows	the	group	being	impacted,	the	better	the	impact	assessment	will	be.	A	professional	needs	to	take	every	opportunity	possible	to	get	to	know	the	group.		 The	real	point	of	this	discussion,	however,	is	to	make	the	point	that	regardless	of	how	long	one	has	spent	with	a	group,	do	not	ever	think	you	understand	the	group.	It	is	basically	impossible	to	fully	know	a	different	cultural	group	and	understand	the	decisions	they	make.	Once	you	understand	this	limitation,	you	will	be	better	able	to	provide	assistance.	It	is	dangerous	to	think	you	know	a	group,	because	then	you	might	think	you	know	what	is	best	for	them.	Remember	that	your	job	is	to	provide	ideas	and	options	to	the	group	so	that	they	can	make	any	decisions	that	need	to	be	made.	You	may	not	agree	with	their	decision,	but	realize	that	it	is	their	decision	to	make,	that	you	do	not	really	understand	them	well	enough	to	make	a	decision	for	them,	and	a	group	must	have	the	freedom	to	make	mistakes	if	they	are	to	learn.	I	have	known	the	group	I	work	with	for	30	years,	but	am	always	amazed	how	little	I	really	know	them.		
The	importance	of	consultation	The	primary	purpose	of	cultural	impacts	assessments,	at	least	under	NHPA	and	NEPA,	is	to	ensure	that	the	agency	makes	an	informed	decision.	Consultation	is	the	process	that	ensures	the	agency	becomes	aware	of	how	concerned	parties	feel	about	a	resource	that	is	at	risk	from	a	project,	and	how	those	potential	impacts	might	be	mitigated.	The	concept	is	defined	by	the	Advisory	Council	on	Historic	Preservation	as	follows:	Consultation	does	not	require	a	specific	outcome.	Rather,	it	is	the	process	of	seeking,	discussing,	and	considering	the	views	of	consulting	parties	about	how	project	effects	on	historic	properties	should	be	handled	[ACHP	n.d.:	14].	While	the	concept	is	simple,	meaningful	consultation	often	proves	difficult	to	achieve;	sometimes	it	is	even	difficult	to	get	an	agency	to	do	any	consultation,	meaningful	or	not.		Pushing	for	consultation	is	the	unwritten	responsibility	of	the	cultural	resource	professional.	Achieving	true	consultation	is	challenging;	it	takes	time	and	often	produces	input	that	project	proponents	do	not	want	to	hear.		Consultation	is	also	something	that	can	be	reduced	to	a	“checking	the	box”	mentality.	
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For	the	social	justice-paradigm	CRM	professional,	consultation	is	something	to	achieve;	you	do	what	needs	to	be	done	to	make	it	happen.	For	the	project-focused	CRM	professional,	consultation	is	something	to	avoid.	Thus,	for	the	social	justice	case,	the	professional	might	push	to	set	up	a	face-to-face	meeting	with	the	potentially	affected	group,	where	the	project	can	be	explained,	questions	can	be	answered,	and	issues,	concerns,	and	expectations	can	be	heard;	the	project	personnel	would	then	take	that	input	and	incorporate	it	into	the	project	plans,	and	return	to	explain	to	the	group	how	their	input	was	incorporated.	In	the	project-focused	case,	consultation	might	proceed	by	writing	a	letter	to	the	leader	of	a	potentially	effected	group	explaining	the	project	and	inviting	input.	If	comments	are	received,	a	follow-up	letter	is	sent	thanking	the	group	and	promising	to	address	the	comments.		If	no	response	is	received,	the	attempt	to	consult	is	documented	and	the	project	proceeds.	Both	approaches	comply	with	the	letter	of	the	regulations,	but	not	the	spirit.	Tom	King,	the	anthropologist	and	prolific	writer	concerning	all	issues	CRM,	recently	explained	in	a	comment	applying	to	the	DAPL	case	how	the	concept	and	responsibility	of	consultation	has	evolved	among	many	in	the	project	world:	It	strikes	me	that	[we]	have	fallen	into	what	seems	to	be	the	common	trap	of	confusing	CONSULTATION	with	DICTATION	(by	which	I	mean	dictating	an	outcome,	not	reciting	words	for	faithful	transcription).	This	confusion	is	widespread.	Land	managers,	project	planners,	and	regulators,	for	instance,	exhibit	it	when	they	don't	consult	with	indigenous	groups	or	local	residents	because,	in	the	relevant	country’s	legal	system,	those	groups	don’t	have	the	authority	to	dictate	outcomes.	They	also	exhibit	it	by	"consulting"	only	pro-forma,	getting	"input"	and	ignoring	it.	Courts	exhibit	the	same	confusion	when	they	let	government	agencies	get	away	with	it—as	the	Corps	of	Engineers	has	been	allowed	to	on	the	Dakota	Access	Pipeline.		Thanks	to	this	confusion,	consultation	has	come	to	be	regarded	as	a	zero-sum	game;	it's	all	or	nothing.	If	you	don’t	have	the	power	to	dictate	an	outcome,	"consultation"	with	you	can	be	reduced	to	mere	bureaucratic	fluff.		 What	ever	happened	to	the	notion	of	reasoning	together?	Of	recognizing	that	different	groups	have	varying	interests,	and	that	good	public	policy	demands	that	we	try	to	achieve	meetings	of	the	minds?	To	practice	the	fine	art	of	compromise?	(King	2017)	
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Conclusion	Federal	agencies	increasingly	need	to	incorporate	indigenous	values	into	their	impact	assessments.	To	accomplish	this	goal,	agencies	would	do	well	to	involve	anthropologists	who	have	experience	working	with	indigenous	communities.	Working	with	an	indigenous	community	can	be	a	challenge,	however,	even	for	anthropologists	with	experience.	I	was	fortunate	early	on	to	have	been	exposed	to	the	subdiscipline	of	Action	Anthropology,	developed	by	Dr.	Sol	Tax,	about	which	I	learned	by	attending	a	Society	for	Applied	Anthropology	conference	and	reading	an	article	about	its	origins	(Lurie	1999).	By	the	time	I	came	along,	Sol	Tax	and	his	students/colleagues	had	been	working	with	indigenous	communities	for	decades,	and	had	learned	some	of	the	do's	and	don'ts	of	using	one's	expertise	to	aid	a	community	experiencing	change.	I	credit	the	advice	they	gave	in	their	various	writings	with	helping	me	work	in	my	work	with	tribes	in	CRM	settings.	In	recognition	of	the	value	that	this	advice	had	for	me,	I	worked	with	several	of	his	former	students	and	colleagues	in	2011	to	define	the	following	set	of	tenets	that	might	characterize	Action	Anthropology	(Stapp	2012:4–5):	1. We	serve	at	a	community's	discretion	and	direction.	2. We	recognize	that	we	will	never	fully	know	a	community	and	its	
needs,	but	to	the	extent	we	can,	it	takes	time,	and	we	therefore	
temper	our	bias	for	action	by	avoiding	premature	choices	and	
responses.	3. We	work	collaboratively	with	a	community	to	develop	alternatives	
for	improving	conditions.	4. We	respect	the	right	and	ability	of	a	community	to	make	choice	
affecting	its	future	and	the	freedom	to	make	its	own	mistakes.	5. We	are	open	and	truthful.	6. We	promote	community	sustainability	and	capacity	building,	and	
we	strive	to	work	ourselves	out	of	a	job.	7. As	professionals,	we	learn	from	our	experiences	and	use	them	to	
improve	our	method	and	theory.	8. We	recognize	that	our	source	of	funding	can	present	conflicts	of	
interest	and	we	confront	this	problem	by	insisting	on	professional	
independence.	9. We	share	what	we	have	learned	with	the	community,	our	
professional	colleagues,	and	others,	as	appropriate,	to	improve	the	
human	condition.	I	believe	that	anyone	working	with	another	cultural	group	trying	to	adapt	to	the	pressures	of	a	changing	and	developing	world	will	benefit	by	thinking	about	these	tenets	and	incorporating	them	into	the	particular	setting	that	they	find	themselves.	
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